REMARKS 



This is intended to be a submission of a new argument pursuant to a Request for 
Continued Examination Practice along with an amendment to the claims. No new matter has 
been added. Furthermore, there are no outstanding issues with any informalities. 

This is a complete response to the Examiner's Office Action dated December 13, 2005, 
wherein Claims 1, 2, 5 and 6 were rejected (all other claims, that being claims 3, 4, 7, and 8, had 
been previously canceled). More in particular, Claims 1, 2, 5 and 6 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Nicholls. 

Of note, Applicants attorney had conversations with the Examiner and Supervisory 
Patent Examiner, which ultimately culminated on a proposed potentially allowable claim. 
Applicant would like to take the opportunity to thank the Examiner and Supervisory Patent 
Examiner for their time and consideration. Applicant greatly appreciates the cooperation given 
by both toward the resolution. 

Applicant has taken the suggested added limitations and language as provided by 
electronic mail from Supervisory Patent Examiner Jim McClellan on February 9, 2006, which is 
now amended Claim 1. Applicant has added additional new dependent claims with further 
limitations off of the independent Claim 1. The prior art does not teach, anticipate, or make 
obvious the current invention in light of the above amendments. 
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CONCLUSION 



Applicant believes that the application is now in condition for allowance and earnestly 
seeks such by the Examiner. Applicant's attorney would welcome a call to address any issues. 



Respectfully submitted, 





cVay & Murrah, P.C. 
Floor 



Martin G./Ozinga, Reg 
Phillips McFall McCaffn _ 
One Leadership Square, 12 th 
21 1 N. Robinson Ave. 
Oklahoma City, OK 73102 
405-235-4100 ph 405-552-2476 facsimile 
ip@p h i 1 1 i p sm c fa ll.com 



Attorney for Applicant 
Customer No. 34,248 



5 



